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c)Q Personal [copy given to: 1)Q applicant 2)D applicant's representative] 
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Claim(s) discussed: 2.4.5 and 11 . 
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Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. g)D was not reached, h)^ N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Examiner called first to say the claims were allowable and offered to 
consider additional cancelled dependent claims now that independent claim was allowable, as applicant has clearly 
shown a desire to work toward allowable subject matter and expedite the case. Unfortunately, examiner called back to 
state that a final review of the entire case could not find support for the added limitation -a driver with non-driving 
surfaces constructed in grooves between driving surfaces of spirally shaped walls.- in the originally filed application 
spec, drawings, or claims, and thus it would be new matter. Examiner did review document incorporated by reference, 
USP 5,957,645 and cannot find support for the added matter. Examiner agreed to considered an amendment after 
final that documents suport for the limitaiton. 



